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REMARKS 

This response docs not include the introduction of new matter into the present 
application For invention. Therefore, the Applicant, respectfully^ requests that this 
response be entered in and that the claims to the present application, kindly, be 
reconsidered. 

The Final Office Action dated June 29, 2005 has been received and considered by 
the Applicants. Claims 1-20 are pending in the present application for invention. Claims 
1-20 stand rejected by the June 25, 2005 Final Office Action. 

The Examiner suggests section headings be used within the specification, l^c 
Applicants, respectfully, decline to add the optional section headings because there is no 
requirement within 37 C-F.R. 1 .77(b) that section headmgs must be included. 

The Final Office Actions rejects Claims 1, 3, 5-9, 12-18 under the provisions of 35 
U.S.C. §103(a) as being uiqjatentable over U.S. Patent No. 6»580*579 issued to Hsin ct aL 
(hereinafter referred to as Hsin et al.\ in view of the admitted Prior Art discussed by Hsin et aL 
on col. 2, lines 6-12. 

Regarding Claim 1 , in the Response to Arguments the Examiner states that Hsin et al. 
disclose adaptation of the parameters for the controller during operation. The Bxaminer states 
the last two lines of the Abstract of Hsin et al. disclose ^'adjusting its parameters during 
operation". The Applicants, respectfully, point out that Hsin et al. in the last two lines of the 
Abstract disclose adjusting the parameters of the adaptive filter during operation; however there 
is no disclosure or suggestion for adjusting the parameters of the controller during operation. 

The rejection states that TTsin et al. disclose an apparatus having a control ckcuit 
comprising a feedforward filter arrangement and a controller characterized in that an adaptation 
of the parameters of the feedforward filter arrangement are adapted by an adaptation algorithm 
during operation of the apparatus. The rejection admits that PTsin et al> do not disclose that the 
parameters of the controller can be adapted by an adaptation algorithm. The rejection then states 
that it would be obvious for a person of ordinary skill within the art to combine the admitted 
prior art discussed by Hsin et al on col 2, lines 6-12 with Hsin et al. to create the subject matter 
defined by rejected Claim 1. The Applicants, respectfully, disagree, 

The admitted prior art discussed by Hsin et al. on col. 2, lines 6-12 states that **Kempf 
used an accelcrometer on a compact disc play to control the focus length of the reading lens. 
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The Applicants do not concur that it would be obvious for a per^n sdcilled in the art viewing the 
prior art discussed by Hsin ct al. on col. 2^ lines 6-12 to create Ihe invention defined by rejected 
Claim I. The admitted prior art discussed by Hsin et ah on col. 2, lines 6-12 simply states that 
Kcmpf used an acceierometer on a conapact disc player to control the focus length of the reading 
lens and that the fiitered-x LMS adaptation algorithm was applied to the controller parameters. 

The Applicants would like to draw the £xaminer*s attention to the discussion on coL 1 , 
lines 62-67 wherein the discussion of the prior art by Hsin et al. states that Hanks proposed 
accclerometcrs to attenuate disturbances with disc drives in which a single gain was determined 
off-line to fttd the acceierometer signal in the coil motor (emphasis added). The admitted prior 
art discussed by Hain et aL on col 1, line 67-coL 3, line 6 states that Abramovitch used the least- 
mean-square (LMS) algorithm to estimate the value of the single gam. The Applicants, 
respectfully, assert that the LMS algorithm discussed as prior art by Hsin etal on coL 2, lines 6- 
12^ must be viewed in the context within which it is used i.e. that an LMS adaptation algorithm is 
used to estimate &c value of the single gain and that the single gain i.s determined off-line . The 
subject matter dcfmed by rejected Claim 1 includes that the parameters of the feedforward filter 
arrangement and die parameters of the controller are adapted by an adaptation algorithm during 
operation of the apparatus, not off-line. There is nothing within Hsin et al, that would lead a 
person skilled in tiie art to believe that it is possible to adapt the parameter to the controller 
during operation. The Applicants, respectfully, point out that the prior art discussed by Hsinet 
aL discuss a single gain that is determined offline and applied to the apparatus. The prior art 
discussed by Hsin et al. do not discuss the single gain being determined during operation of the 
apparatus. 

, The Applicants, respectfully, point out that there is no disclofnire or suggestion within 
Hsin ct al. to apply an adaptation algorithm to the controller. Additionally, &ere is no disclosure 
or suggestion within the admitted prior ait discussed by Hsin et al. to use an adaptation algorithm 
to adapt the parameters of the controller during operation. The Applicants respectfully point out 
that Hsin ct aL discuss certain prior art but make no disclosure or suggestion for adapting the 
parameters of the controller. Hsin et al. is clearly aware of the prior art that they discuss and 
make no disclosure or suggestion for making the modification suggested by the rejection. Hiere 
is nothing within Hsin et al, that would motivate a person of ordinary skill within the art to adapt 
parameters that control variations in extertial disturbances. The rejection cites Hsin et al. and 
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the prior art cited within in the combination made by the rejection; however, HsinetftL make no 
disclosure or suggestion ot the combination made by the rejection. The Applicants assert that 
thei* remain features within rejected Claim 1 that are not found by the rejection. Therefore, this 
rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Regarding Claim 3. in the Response to Arguments the Examiner states that HsmetaK 
dbclose compensating for internal disturbances and vibrations. The Applicants, respectfully, 
point out that rejected Clahn 3 defines subject matter lor a disk for storage disk media, in whidi 
vibration and internal disturbances which occur during operation of the apparatus are 
compensated by the adaptation algorithm optimizing the parameters of the feedforward filter 
arrangement and the parameters of the controller. As previously discussed under the response to 
Claim 1 , Hsin et al. make no disclosure or suggestion lor adjusting the parameters of the 
controller during operation. 

The rejection asserts that the combination of Hsin et at. with the prior art discussed 
therein disclose or suggest the a disk drive tor storage disk rnedia in which vibcations and 
internal disturbances, which occur during operation of the apparatus, arc compensated by the 
adaptation algorithm optimizing the paranieters of the feedforward filter arrangement and die 
parameters of the controller. As stated above in the response to the rejection to Clairn 1, the 
prior art discussed by Hsin et al. relies a filter LMS adaptation algorithm to control the focus 
length of reading lens. Rejected Claim 3 defmes subject matter for compensation by the 
adi^tzUion algorithm of vibrations and internal disturbances that occur during operation of the 
apparatus. The vibrations and internal distuit^ances are compensated by the adaptation 
algorithm optimizing the paiarneters of the feedforward filter arrangement and the parameters of 
the controller. There is nothing in the prior art discussed by Hsin et aL would lead a person 
skilled in Ae art believe that the control of focal length by Kerapf would be usefiil for 
compensating vibrations and internal disturbances which occur during operation of the apparatus. 
Moreover, there is nq disclosure or suggestion in the prior art discussed by Hsinetal, for directly 
compensating anything during operation of the apparatus. TTie prior art discussed by Hsin et aL 
pertains to deriving a single constant gain off-line. Accordingly, all the features of rejected Claim 
3 are not found in the Office Action, Therefore, this rejection is, respectfijlly, traversed. 

Regarding Claim 5, the Examiner states that *e combination of pglnetaL and prior art 
discussed therein disclose or suggest a controller that comprises an input for receivmg adapted 
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control parameters relative to variations in extental disturbances. The Applicants, respectfully, 
disagree. The teachings of HsinetaK do not disclose^ suggest or mention in any way, a 
conlTQllcr that receives an adapted control parameter. Furtheimore, the prior art discussed by 
Hsin et al. does not disclose, suggest or mention in any way a controller that receives adapted 
control parameters relative to variations in external disturbances. 

The Applicants respectfully point out thai the MPEP snails at §2143 under the Ba.<iic 
Requirements of a Prima Facie Case of Obviousness that in order to **establish a prima facie 
case of obviousness, three basic criteria must be met. First, there must be some suggestion or 
motivation^ cither in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of 
ordinary skill in the art, to modify the reference or to combine reference teachings. Second^ there 
must be a reasonable expectation of success. Finally, the prior art reference (or references when 
combmed) must teach or suggest all the claim limitations." The Applicants assert that none of 
the foregoing requirements are met by the rejection contained in the QflEicc ActioiL Furthermore, 
the combination of Hsin et al. with the prior art discussed therein do not disclose, suggest a 
controller that receives adapted control parameters relative to variations in external disturbances. 
Therefore, this rejection is, respectfully, traversed. 

Regarding Claim 6, the rejection contends that the combination of Hsb et al. with the 
prior art discussed therein disclose or suggest an apparatus that comprises a storage media, in 
which vibrations and mtemal disturbances are compensated by the adaptation algorithm that 
adapts parameters of the feedforward filter arrangement, the parameters of the controller and the 
disturbance-variable feedforward. Hsin et aL at col. 4, lines 12-15 teach that a position error 
signal is used by the servo controller to generate a servo control signal; however, diere is no 
disclosure or suggestion for adapting any parameter of the controller. The Applicants 
respectfully point out that Hsin et at. discuf^s certain prior art but makes no mention or suggestion 
to adapt the parameters to the controller. TTie Applicants respectfully submit that Hsin et al. 
were certainly aware of the prior art discussed within their own patent application yet provide no 
disclosure or suggestion for adapting parameters to die controller relative to variations in 
external disturbances. If the combination suggested by the Examiner were obvious to a pen^ of 
ordinary skill within the art, then the combination made by the rejection should have at least 
been suggested by Hsin et ah 

Regarding Claim 7, the rejection asserts that the combination o f Hsin et al. with the prior 
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art discussed tberein disclose or suggest an apparatus that comprise a feedforward filter 
arrangement that receives a disturbance signal from sensors and further comprising the 
disturbance signal being received by a computational clement that performs the adaptation 
algorithm. As previously discussed, the teachings of Hsinetal. combined with the prior ait 
discussed therein does not disclose or suggest a controller that receives adapted control 
parameters relative to variations in external distuH>ances. Hie Applicants respectfully submit 
that the Examiner is attempting to read items into the cited reference Hstn et aL that simply put, 
are not ftere, Hsin et al. is certainly aware of the prior art discussed therein but does not envision 
adapting parameters to the control relative to variations in external disturbances, Hsinetal, arc 
of ordinary skill within Hie art. If the combination suggested by the Examiner were obvious to a 
person of ordinary skill within the art, then the Applicants request that the Examiner explain why 
Hsin et al, make no mention of the combination that the Examiner asserts is obvious. 

The rejection with regard to Claim 8 states that the combination o f Hsin et ah with the 
prior art discussed by Hsin et al. show ttie computational element that performs the adaptation 
algorithm employs at least one control variable from the controller to adapt parameters of the 
feedforward filter arrangement and the controller. Claim 8 mcludes all the elements of Claims 7, 
6 and 1, which as previously discussed are believed to be allowable. Therefore, Claim 8 is 
believed to be allowable. 

The lejection with regard to Claim 9, the rejection asserts that the combination o f Hsm et 
aL with the prior art discussed therein disclose o suggest that the controller and the feedforward 
filter arrangement are responsive to external events "such as" vibrations and temperature 
variations in con^nents of the apparatus. Claim 9 includes all the elements of Claim 1, which 
as previously discussed is believed to be allowable. Theme Ibre, Claim 9 is believed to be 
allowable. 

Regarding Claim 12, the rejection asserts that Hsiaet al combined with the prior art 
discussed therein render obvious the elements of Claim 12, As previously discussed, the 
teachings of Hsin et al. combined with the prior art discussed by Hsin et al. does not disctose or 
suggest a controller that receives adapted control pammeters relative to variations in external 
distiu'bances. The Applicants respectfully point out that Hsin et al discuss certain prior art but 
make no disclosure or suggestion to adapt the parametm to the controller* Hsin et al, are clearly 
aware of the prior art that they themselves discuss, but no disclosure or suggestion is made for 
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adapting parameters to the controller relative to variations in external disturbances. 

Claim 13 depends fix?ra Claim 12 which as previously discussed is believe to be 
allowable. Therefore, Claim 13 m also believed to be allowable. 

The rejection regarding Claim 14 states that the combination of Hsinetal. wilh admitted 
prior art as discussed therein shows the controller comprising an error signal input, for receiving 
error signals responsive to operation of a controlled device. As pteviously discussed, Hsinctal, 
combined with the prior art discussed by Hsin et al> does not disclose or suggest an input to 
receive adapted control parameter relative to variations in external disturbances. 

Regardmg Claim 15, die rejection asserts that Hsin et al. combined wiA die prior art 
discussed therein teach an apparatus for a storage media, in which vibrations and internal 
disturtances ate compensated by an adaptation algorithm that adapts parameters of the 
feedforward filter arrangement, the parameters of the controller, and the disturbance-variable 
feedforward. As previously discussed, the combmation Hsin et al. within the prior art discussed 
dierein do not disclose or suggest an input to receive adapted control parameter relative to 
variations in external disturbances. 

Regarding Claim 16, the rejection asserts tha t Hsin et al, combined with the prior art 
discussed therein disclose or suggest a feedforward filter arrangement that receives a disturbance 
signal from sensors and the disturbance signal being received by a computational element that 
performs the adaptation algorithm to adapt parameters of the feedforward filter arrangement and 
tfie controller. The Applicants, respectfully point ont that there is no computational element 
discussed in Hsin et aK Mdjc specifically, there is no computational element that performs the 
adaptation algorithm to adapt parameters of the feedforward filter ammgement and the controller 
as asserted in the rejection Action. 

Regarding Claim 17, the rejection states tha tHsm et al. combined with the prior art 
discussed therein show the computational element that performs the adaptation algorithm 
employs at least one control variable from the controller to adapt parameters of the feedforward 
filter arrangement and the controller The Applicants, respectfully point out that there is no 
computation element discussed in HsinctaL More specifically, diere is no computational 
element that performs die adaptation algorithm using a variable &om the controller to adapt 
parameters of the feedforward filter arrangement and the controller within the combmation of 
Hsin et al. with the prior art discussed therein as asserted in the rejection. 
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Regarding Claim 18, the rejection states tha t Hsin et al combined with the prior art 
discussed therein show the controller and tlie feedforward filter arrangement are responsive to 
external events ^such as" vibrations and temperature variations in coniponcnts of the apparatus. 
Claim 18 depends &om Claim 12 which as previously discussed i3 believed to be allowable* 
Tlierefore, Claim 18 is believed to be allowable. 

Regarding Claim 20, the rejection states tha t Hsin et al. combined with die prior art 
discufised therein show the apparatus comprises a storage disk media^ in which vibrations and 
internal disturbances are compensated by ihe adaptaticm algorithm that adapts parameters of the 
feedforward filter arrangement, the parameters of the controller and the disturbance-variable 
feedforward. Claim 20 depends from Ciaun 12 which as previously discuss^ is believed to be 
allowable. Therefore, Claim 20 is believed to be allowable. 

The Final Office Action rejects Claims 2, 4, 10-11, and 19 under the provisions of 35 
U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Hsin et al. combined with the prior art discussed by 
Hsin et al. and fiuther in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,619,581 issued to Ferguson et al, (hereinafter 
referred to as ZsjguseastaL)- 

Regarding Claims 2 and 19, the rejection states tha t Hsin et al, combined with the prior 
art discussed therein show all the limitations based on Claims I and 12» The rejection further 
asserts tliat this feature is well known in the art as evidenced by Ferguson et al d iscloses a 
control system for cancellation vibration whereby the system includes an adaptation algorithm 
executed by a microprocessor, particularly a digital signal processor. The Applicants 
respectfiilly point out that the combination made by the rejection does not teach or suggest the 
parameters of the controller being adapted by a digital signal processor. Accordingly, Acre 
remain unfound features within the rejected claims that are not found by the rejection made m 
the Final Office Action, Therefore* this rejection b respectfully traversed. 

Regarding Claim 4, the rejection asserts tha t Hsin et al, combined with the prior art 
discussed therein renders obvious to one with ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to apply an adapted version of the disturbaace signals as parameters to the controller. As 
previously discussed, Hsin et al, combined with the prior art discussed therein does not disclose 
or suggest the ^plication of an adapted version of the disturbance signals as parameters to the 
controller. Therefore, this rejection is respectfully traversed. 
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Regaining ClaimlO, tbe rejecticm asserts that the combination of Hsinetal. with the prior 
art discussed therein and Ferguson et al renders obvioa^ the step of applying the adapted 
versions of the disturbance signaJs as parameters to the controller and further applying an 
adapted versions of the disturbance signals ax parameters to the feedforward filter. As 
previously discussed, H$in et ai, combined with the prior art discussed by Hsin et al. do not 
disclose or suggest the application of on adapted version of the disturbance signals as parameters 
to the controller. Therefore, this rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Regarding Claiml 1, the rejection states that the combination of HsinctaL with the prior 
art discussed therein and Ferguson et al. renders obvious the step of providing outputs from the 
processor to alter parameters of the feedforward filter and the controller employs reference 
variables, ermr signals, and control variables to alter parameters of the feedforward filter and the 
controller. As previously discussed, the combination nf Hsin et al. with the prior ait discussed 
therein does not disclose or suggest the providing of outputs from the processor to alter 
parameters of the feedforward filter and the controller employs reference variables, error signals, 
and control variables to alter parameters of the feedforward filter and the controller- Therefore, 
tfiis rejection is respectfully traversed. 
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Applicant is not aware of any additional patents, publications, or other information not 
previously submitted to the Patent and Trademark Office which would be required under 37 
C.F.R. 1-99. 

In view of the foregoing amendment and remarks, the Applicant believes ttiai the present 
application is in condition for allowance, with such allowance being, respectfully, requested 




James D« Leimbach 

Patent Attorney Reg. No. 34,374 
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